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IL ARGUMENTS 

j Rejection Undbr 35 U.S.C. $ 103fA^: 

Claims 1-6, 8-10 and 12-25 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly 
being obvious over U,S. Patent No. 5,796,055 to Ben&on^ Jr. et al. (hereinafter "Benson**) in view 
of United States Patent No, 5,932^29 to Frost et al. (hereinafter "Frost"). Applicants 
respectfiilly traverse these rejections and ask the Examiner to withdraw these rejections in view 
of the following arguments, I 

Benson is directed tdward a sound absorbing glazing and not an intrusion resistant glass 
laminate, as is the case with the present invention. Accordingly, Benson includes a sound 
dampening layer in its laminate: Applicants now have cancelled^aims 8, 13, and 25 which \^ 
included a layer of sound attenuating elastomerr^ Accordingly, with the exception of claim 9, 
each of the independent claims of the presently claimed invention ^^consists essentially of some 
combination of a sheet of PET between two layers of P VB, with a sound dampening layer being 
nowh^ to be found. 

The Examiner's explanation of how the Benson teachings are being applied to the instant 
claims is not consistent with' the actual teachings of Bensoa The "sheets'* the Examiner refers to 
that may be of any thickness at Benson, coL 3, U. 45-46, are actually the outer glass sheets 22 and 
24 of the laminate, n ot sheets^ PVB* Likewise, the "sheets" the Examiner refers to that may be 
increased to raise the stifBiless of the article at Benson, coL 9, L 63 to coL 10, ]. 4, ai^ the 
intermediate polyester sheets 74 and 76, not sheets of PVB. Therefore* the Examiner is not 
comparing ^ples to apples when stating that tlie PVB sheets can be increased to raise the 
stiffiiess of the article. 

Furthermore, Frost is directed to improving laminate optical performance by reducing a 
shrinkage effect commonly referred to as "hammering". This is taught to be accomplished if the 
coated support fihn (PET) is glued on at least one side comparatively firmly to a glass by a very 
thin adhesive (PVB) layer. Accordingly, this structure is quite unlike the presently claimed 
composite laminate interlayer and it would not have been obvious to assemble into the Frost 
stRicture a PVB adhesive layer having a thickness of 0.25 to 2 millimeters and a glass transition 
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temperature greater than 35 degrees (Claim 1), or a laminate featuring layers of PVB having a 
thickness of 0.25 to 2 millimeters with a maximum flexural modulus greater than 350 N/em 
(Claim 9), These two improvanents claimed herein do not include being glued on at. least one 
side comparatively firmly to a glass by a very thin adhesive (PVB) layer to avoid a '^hammering" 
effect. Therefore, accordiug to the expressed teachings of Frost, the improvements disclosed and 
claimed herein would have the tendency to impair the optical quality of laminates, and would not 
be useful in the Frost laminate structure. ^ 

Benson is directed to a sound dampening lambate. Frost is directed to a laminaxe with 
improved optical performance. The combination, therefore, would lead one of ordinary skill in 
the art to improve the optical performance of a sound dampening layer, or improve the sound 
dampening of a laminate of improved optical performance. In contrast to each of these, the 
present invention is directed to improved laminate stifBiess and intrusion resistance. The field ( 
laminate stiifiiess and intrusion resistance is distinct from both laminate sound dampening and 
laminate improved optical performance layers, and therefore is not analogous ait within the realm 
of glass laminates as a whole. Nevertheless, even in a strained attempt of taking Benson in view 
of Frost, the present claims are not obvious in view of this combination for the above mentioned 
reasons. 

Oiven the above, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of claims 1-6, 8*10 and 
12-25 under 35 U.S.C< §103(a) be reconsidered and withdrawn and that the Exaxmner indicate 
the allowance of those claims and all dependent claims in the next paper firom the OfGce. 

A three month extension of time is requested, thus extending the deadline for response up 
to and including Jxuie 23, 2003* Applicants hereby request any additional extension of time that 
may be deemed necessary to further the prosecudon of this application. Applicants' 
representative hereby authorizes the Commissioner charge the extension of time fees to Deposit 
AccountNo. 01-2508/12598.O128.NPUSO0, 

Applicants* representative further authorizes the Commissioner to charge any additional 
fees which may be required, or credit any overpayment,- to Deposit Account No, 01- 
2508/12598.0128.NPUSOO. 
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la order to facilitate the resolution of any issues or questions presented by this p^?er. 
Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner directly contact the undersigned by phone to 
further the discussion, reconsideration and allowance of the clairas. 



Respectfldly submii 




Mattbew-K^fSnheider 
Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No, 47,968 
Telephone^713) 787-1516 



Date: 
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